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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed July 31 , 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant's arguments in re claims 29, 30 and 32 are not persuasive as 
to show nonobviousness of the claims. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the opening configured 
to receive a handle must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No 
new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
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the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Please note that the only figure that shows an opening configured to receive a 
handle as claimed is figure 3D. All of the figures with the exception of figures 4 and 5 
show an obstruction (strut, loop or partial loop) that would prevent an opening from 
receiving a handle as claimed. It is noted in figures 4 and 5 that even though no 
obstruction is shown that an obstruction is part of the construction as evidenced by 
page 1 1 , lines 1 2-1 5 of the specification entered March 25, 2004. For the purposes of 
examination, only figure 3D of the instant application is considered. 

New Matter 

3. The amendment filed July 31 , 2008 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 1 32(a) 
because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no 
amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added 
material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: Figure 3D and 
the amendments made to the specification dated July 31 , 2008 are not supported by the 
original disclosure as filed. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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5. Claims 1-6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 15-25 and 29-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and/or use the invention without undue experimentation. An opening configured to 
receive a handle is not disclosed shown in the original specification and drawings. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

7. Claims 1-4, 8, 1 1 , 17, 18, 20, 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by US Patent Number 5,490,452 (Schlosser et al. hereinafter). 

8. In re claim 1 Schlosser et al. discloses an apparatus comprising: 
a fan housing; 

a grill (1 00) capable of being mounted on a surface of the fan housing, the grill (1 00) 
comprising: 

a substantially planar portion; and 

a handle extending out of the substantially planar portion so as to extend away from the 
surface of the fan housing when the grill (100) is mounted thereon; 
wherein the grill is configured to be stacked with substantially similar grills when apart 
from the fan housing; 
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wherein the substantially planar portion of the grill (100) comprises an opening capable 
of receiving a handle of a substantially similar grill (1 00) when two or more substantially 
similar grills are stacked, apart from their respective fan housings, such that the 
substantially planar portions of the stacked grills (100) are substantially parallel when 
the grills (100) are stacked; 

wherein the opening is substantially coplanar with the substantially planar portion. 

9. In re claim 2, Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of Claim 1 , wherein said 
substantially planar portion comprises a plurality of apertures. 

10. In re claim 3, Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of Claim 2, wherein at least two 
of said plurality of apertures are arranged in a grid. 

11. In re claim 4, Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of Claim 1 , wherein said 
substantially planar portion comprises at least one shaped wire arranged to form a loop 
(12) or partial loop. 

12. In re claim 8, Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of Claim 1 , wherein the handle 
comprises a first piece of wire extending in a loop or partial loop away from said 
substantially planar portion. 

1 3. In re claim 1 1 , Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of Claim 1 , further comprising 
one or more mounting formations for mounting the grill on the fan housing. 

14. In re claim 17, Schlosser et al. discloses a grill according to Claim 1, wherein the 
grill comprises: 

a section of wire shaped to form at least one loop (12) or partial loop arranged in a 
common plane, including an outermost loop (12) or partial loop; 
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a section of wire shaped to provide support for each loop or partial loop; 
a first section of wire shaped to form a handle portion of the handle; and 
at least one mounting formation. 

1 5. In re claim 1 8, Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of Claim 1 7, wherein the section 
of wire forming the handle portion extends away from said common plane, and wherein 
either end of that section wire is attached to said outermost loop (12). 

16. In re claim 20, Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of Claim 17, wherein said 
handle portion comprises at least one additional section of wire. 

1 7. In re claim 34, Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of claim 1 , wherein the handle 
comprises a partial loop; and 

wherein a plane of the partial loop of the handle is substantially perpendicular to a plane 
of the substantially planar portion of the grill. 

18. In re claim 35, Schlosser et al. discloses the grill of claim 1 , wherein the opening 
is configured to receive the handles of three or more substantially similar grills when 
stacked on top of the substantially similar grill such that the substantially planar portions 
of the stacked grills are substantially parallel when the grills are stacked. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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20. Claims 5, 6, 9, 12, 15, 16, 19, 21-25, and 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Schlosser et al. in view of US Patent Number 
5,822,186 (Bull et al. hereinafter). 

21 . In re claim 5, Schlosser et al. discloses all of the limitations except for wherein 
said substantially planar portion comprises a plurality of said loops or partial loops. 

22. Bull et al. teaches a fan grill (18) comprising a substantially planar portion 
comprising a plurality of said loops or partial loops. 

23. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Schlosser et al. to include a plurality of said loops or 
partial loops as taught in Bull et al. with the apparatus disclosed by Schlosser et al. for 
the purposes of adding structural rigidity. 

24. In re claim 6, the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses all of the 
limitations. 

25. In re claim 9 the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses the claimed 
invention except for wherein the handle comprises at least one additional piece of wire, 
each additional piece of wire being shaped such that it is substantially parallel to said 
first piece of wire over the length of that additional piece of wire. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
create a handle comprising at least one additional piece of wire, each additional piece of 
wire being shaped such that it is substantially parallel to said first piece of wire over the 
length of that additional piece of wire, since it has been held that mere duplication of the 
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essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St. Regis Paper 
co. v. Bern is Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

26. In re claim 1 2, the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses all of the 
limitations. 

27. In re claim 15, the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses all of the 
limitations. 

28. In re claim 16 the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses the claimed 
invention except for wherein the at least one mounting formation and strut and a portion 
of the handle are integrally formed from a piece of shaped wire. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the at least one mounting formation and strut and a portion of the handle so that 
they are integrally formed from a piece of shaped wire, since it has been held that 
forming in one piece an article which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put 
together involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 
164(1993). 

29. In re claim 19 the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses the claimed 
invention except for wherein the at least one mounting formation comprises at least two 
mounting formations formed from shaped wire, the at least two mounting formations and 
the handle portion being formed from a common section of wire. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the Schlosser et al. device by adding at least one mounting formation comprising 
at least two mounting formations formed from shaped wire, the at least two mounting 
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formations and the handle portion being formed from a common section of wire, since it 
has been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device involves 
only routine skill in the art. St. Regis Paper co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8 and it has 
also been held that forming in one piece an article which has formerly been formed in 
two pieces and put together involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit 
Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1993). 

30. In re claim 21 the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 9 discloses the claimed 
invention except for wherein the first section of wire and the additional sections of wire 
forming the handle portion are joined together with a weld or a brazing. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to further modify the Schlosser et al. device by joining the first section of wire and the 
additional sections of wire forming the handle portion with a weld or a brazing, since it 
has been held that forming in one piece an article which has formerly been formed in 
two pieces and put together involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit 
Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1993). 

31 . In re claim 22, the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses all of the 
limitations. 

32. In re claim 23, the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses all of the 
limitations. 

33. In re claim 24, the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses all of the 
limitations. 
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34. In re claim 25, the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses all of the 
limitations. 

35. In re claim 29 the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 9 discloses the claimed 
invention except for wherein each additional piece of wire is attached to the first piece of 
wire with at least one weld or brazing. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
Schlosser et al. device by joining each additional piece of wire to the first piece of wire 
with at least one weld or brazing, since it has been held that forming in one piece an 
article which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together involves only 
routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1993). 

36. In re claim 30 the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses the claimed 
invention except for wherein the at least one mounting formation and a portion of the 
handle are integrally formed from a single piece of shaped wire. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the Schlosser et al. device so that the at least one mounting formation 
and a portion of the handle are integrally formed from a single piece of shaped wire, 
since it has been held that forming in one piece an article which has formerly been 
formed in two pieces and put together involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. 
Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1993). 

37. In re claim 31 , the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 30 discloses all of the 
limitations of claim 31. 
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38. In re claim 32 the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 5 discloses the claimed 
invention except for wherein at least one strut and at least a portion of the handle are 
integrally formed from a single piece of shaped wire. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
Schlosser et al. device so that least one strut and at least a portion of the handle are 
integrally formed from a single piece of shaped wire, since it has been held that forming 
in one piece an article which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together 
involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 
(1993). 

39. In re claim 33, the Schlosser et al. modification in re claim 32 discloses all of the 
limitations of claim 33. 
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Figure 2 of Bull et al. 



Application/Control Number: 10/809,138 Page 14 

Art Unit: 3745 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron R. Eastman whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3132. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thu 9:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Look can be reached on (571) 272-4820. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Aaron R. Eastman/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3745 

/Edward K. Look/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3745 



